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The Ruffed Grouse Society 
DEDICATED TO IMPROV ING THE ENVIRONMENT 

_ FOR RUFFED GROUSE, WOODCOCK, 
' AND OTHER FOREST WILDLIFE 

P.O. 8 Cl 't 2 • P.icc WI !'i·i 868 
(7 1_l;) r :u (7 1!'i) l.\4 -505 1 

The Honorable James 
U.S . House of Representatives 
2466 P.ayburn House Office Bu i l ding 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Representative Hansen, 

15 August 1996 

The Ruffed Grouse Society, established in 1961, is a nonprofit wildli fe 
conservation organization dedicated to promoting forest resource 
stewardship through forest management. As the Forest Wildlife Biologist 
for the Society I work with the staff of approximately 30 National 
Forests in 24 states to further mutually-agreeable land management 
initiati•1es. In addition, my responsibilities require tha t I interact on 
a regular basis with personnel at the Regional Office and Washington 
Office levels. 

On 12 June 1996 I provided written testimony for consideration during the 
hearing of the Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Lands on the 
U.S. Forest Service appeals process. In this testimony I called for the 
elimination of the process whereby publics may administrative 
appeals to halt Forest- or project-l evel decisions. Recognizing that this 
proposed solution may currently be politically untenable, I provide the 
following comments in the hope that they may aid the Subcommittee as it 
struggles to identify s ubs tantive changes to the appeals process tha t will 
maintain the ability of the public to be fully involved in the management 
of public lands without unduly burdening the Forest Service by forcing it 
to respond to the misuse of the appeals process by those publics 
philosophically opposed to the agency's multiple-use mandate. 

The tiered nature of the Forest Service decision-making process offers an 
opportunity to drastically reduce appeals filed for little reason other 
than to complicate land management planning. Each National Forest 
functions under a Forest Plan that was developed with considerable public 
input . Landscape-level issues such as land use allocation (wilderness, 
old growth, intensive timber production, etc •. . }, allowable sale quantity, 
forest- type and age-class composition, forest fragmentation, etc ••. , are 
all dealt with at length and with considerable input from various 
publics as the Draft Forest Plan is developed. The Draft Plan is then 
circulated for additional public comment prior to the preparation of the 
Final Plan. 
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Due to the many disparate interests that provide comment throughout the 
plann ilYJ proc<?ss, it is not possible for the Final Plan t o provi•J" 
everythin] for everyone and +:.h" Final Plan may inde~ be ~ppealec1 hy any 
of thos-e publics who perceive that their interest3 have been slight•ed. 
tlon<>th<> l,oss, th<> rigorous planning process ensures tha t these publics have 
been afforded every reasonable opportunity to pursue their agenda . 

Froj<cct-level decisions arl! subs<oquently tailor~ to fit the man-1gement 
direction outlin~ in the Forest Plan . The tiered decision-~~king process 
is int-en•l"'J to preclude the dupli cation of effort and th!! endless clel,~L ·~ 
assoc iated with philosoph ical differences. Unfortunately, cur rent apre.1J 
r<>g•Jla tions have aPowed such duplica tion of e ffort to become t he norm on 
ITArrt Nat ional Forests . 

If adminis t rative apreals of project-level decisions were required to 
address pertinent, site-specific considerations, the use of "canned 
appeals " and other tact i cs d<?signed primarily t o obstruct r esource 
management could be gr eatly r<?duced from current levels. Lik<?Wise , the 
costs and, mere importantly, the wast~ personnel time associat~l with 
responding to these perfunctory appeals could be minimized . 

It is reasonable to sugges t that apreals of project-level decisions that 
r a i se landscape-level i ssues should be summarily dismissed i f these same 
issues were address2d during the development of the forest Plan. I 
respectfully suggest that only site-specific issues not addressed during 
the deve l opnent of the Forest Plan should be legitimate grounds for the 
~al of~ proj ect - l evel decision. 

If you have any ques tions or comments , please don't hesitate to contact 
me. Thank you for you r time. 

~~ 
Dan Dessecker 
Fores t Wildlife Biologist 
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